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The CHAIRjVlM (Ethiopia) ; I declare open the two hundred and forty-fourth 

plenary meeting of the Conference of the Eight een-Nat ion Committee oh Disarmament* 
On behalf of the Committee I should like to welcome back to our meetings 

Mr# Protitch^ the Special Representative of the Secretary-General j, and Mr, Fisher^ 

the new leader of the United States delegation. 

I should like to read out the following proposal by the co-Chairmen s 
"The co-Chairmen wish to propose to the Committee a schedule of 
work for the next severa,l meetings, in accordance with the decisions 
taken at the 235th (ENDC/PVo235, pai) and 240th (Em)C/PV.240^ p. 4) 
meetings* They propose that the present meeting and the next meeting^ 
the 245th, should be devoted to the question of non-proliferation of 
nuclear weapons? that the 246th and 247th meetings? on 8 and 10 March, 
should be devoted to discussion of other collateral measures? that the 
248th meeting, on 15 March, should be devoted to discussion of a treaty 
on general and complete disarmament! that the 249th meeting, on 17 March, 
should also be devoted to that question if there are representatives 
wishing to speak on the subject on that day; and that after this 
discussion of general and complete disarmament in one or two meetings 
discussion on non-proliferation should be resumed for some meetings as 
previously agreed". 

If there is no objection, I shall declare that this proposal is adopted* 
It was so decided ^ 

Lord CH A LFONT (United Kingdom): I should like to begin by echoing your 
welcome, Mr, Chairman, to Mr. Protitch^ the Special Representative of the Secretary- 
General, whom we are delighted to see here again, and also to Mr, Fisher, leading 
the United States delegation for the first time at this session. 

I am sorry that I was not here to listen to the many thoughtful and 
constructive speeches made during the last two weeks by representatives of the 
non-aligned Governments • As the Committee knows, the reason for my a.bsence was 
that I accompanied my Prime Minister on an official visit to Mr. ICosygin in Moscow* 
Our talks there were of very great interest, especially to -us in our work-here,^ 
and they were held in the atmosphere of warm hospitality which is so typical of 
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our Russian friends o I have of course read with very close attention the speeches 
that I missed during my absence^ and I should like during my remarks this morning 
to discuss some of the points ma,de in them. 

I slaall say only a few general words on the subject of non-proliferation, 
b^ca.use I profoundly agree with the view expressed by a number, of representatives 
tha-t the time has really come to stop talking in generalities and begin instead to 
examine, article by article, the two draft treaties (ENDC/152, 164) that lie. on 
the ta-ble, . But I think that it. might be. useful, before we do this^ to try onc^ 
more to clear away what 1 believe, are cevloedri obvious misconceptions a^^ out the 
United States draft, and also to try to persuade the represent active of the Spyiet 
Union to throw a little more light. on some of the implications of his draft. 

. Before I do that I should like to refer to the. most interesting speech made 
by the representative of India- on 15 February • It contained, a remark which my 
delegation fulj-.y supports* Mt» Trivedi saidt 

"There must be an end to all this talk of a high table or, a top table ^.. a 
select club, ceritres of nuclear power a,nd a superior, coterie or e. group 
of four or five. who could. .meet among themselves and work out. the 
salvation, pf the world.". (ENDC/P V.24Q, p,l4 ) 
ivly Government has done itp best to .expose the fallacy of such a. ponceptiono . It., 
is true that ever since the ^search for agreement on a non-proliferation treaty- 
began, its form has been conceived as falling- into two. pa,rts, enjoining, first, , 
obligations on S.iiates possessing nucl ear weapons a.nd, second, obligations on 
Sta^tqs not possessing them* The division of signatories into tv/o classes cannot, 
by the very nature of this . situation, be avoided ^ nor, theref ore ,..can..the , 
difference between the two kinds of obligation* 

This distinction is maintained, in the wording of Unitc?d.Natipn$ resolution 
2028 (X4).'.(;ENI)G/l6l) ,., which the representevtive of Mexico aptly described on 
22 Pebiruary as our pentalogue (EMDC/PY.242 ,, p.ll). As the representative . of 
the United Sta.tes said in his speech on 17 Pebrua.ry: 

"The essence- of a non-rprolif oration treat3^ is the- distinction • 
.between nuc}.ear ..weapon and non-^nuclear weapon States./ /^fhile it; is in 
the interests of both to contribute towa-rd the common goal of-.non-- 
proliferation, by the very nature of the problem the contributions 
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•from nuclear weapon countries will have to be of a different nature from 
those of non-nuclear weapon countries./^. (ENDC/PV.241 , p^S?) 

But, as Mr* Foster went on to point out .^ this distinction is not a new one». 
It was already present when we signed the partial test-ban Treaty {FM)C/lOQ/Rev^l) 
in 1963o ibid I think it is worth recalling that it was then the nuclear weapon 
States which accepted the greater burden — indeed^ one might say the more real 
and immediate restrictions? it was then the non-nuclear vreapon States which 
accepted obligations that one might reasonably call merely theoretical^ I 
hasten to add that thijy disx:.:d=ction in obligation was in no way due to .. 
altruistic motives on either sideo Both nuclear weapon States and non-naclear 
weapon States did this because; as Mr. Foster said 

"*<^• such a treaty was in their o^vn interests and in the interests of 
mankind in general ;j even though an element of discrimination might be 
said to have existed a,nd even though not all atmospheric testing 
stopped". ( ENI)C/PV.241, p,3 8) 

It is true that the obligations directly related to a non-proliferation 
treaty must appear to weigh most, heavily on those non-nuclee.r weapon States 
which have within sight the capacity to mau'jif acture nuclear weapons of their 
own? not so heavily on the present nuclear «vea^pon States? and least' of all, I 
would suggest,, on those 'States Vv^hich do not have the ca^pacity, or feel the need, 
to consider manufacturing or acquiring these weapons* 

"Let '_ ue quite frank in considering this question of discrimination and 
of self --interest. Let us acknowledge tha-t there is a factor of discrimination 
which arises from the ver, ,sence of the problemr 'This may not be an ideal 
situation — it is very seldom in .internationo.l affairs that we are confronted 
by an ideal situation — but let us consider what the alternative may be • I 
said a moment ago^ in speaking of the partial test*-ban Treaty ^ . that neither 
the nuclear weapon States n.or the non-nuclear weapon States were acting from 
altruistic motives'. The S;ame .is true today* 

Can anyone here seriously suggest tha,t it would be more in the interests of 
any one of us so to ccncentri^te cui' discussions on the attainment of an agreement 
which might solve many, of our problems at once that in the inevitably long 
process of achieving it we should miss the opportunity of solving the most 
urgent and threatening of the problems which confront us? Ar^ .agreement to stop 
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the proliferation of nuclee.r weapons to other States, for which resolution 2028 (XX) 
called, may not be the answer, to all the problems of armament and disarmament , and 
may contain certain elem.ents of discrTmination. But if we consider the likely 
future development of the world with no treaty at all to stop the spread of 
nuclear weapons j C8,n anyone hesitate in agreeing that, whatever the imperfections, 
a, treaty soon would be immeasurably better than no treatv at r.ll? 

In the words of a man .who bore heavy responsibility at a time of crucial 
importance for the entire world, the late President Kennedy: 

"I ask you to stop and think for a moment what it would mean to have 
nuclear weapons in many hands — in the hands of countries large and small, 
stable and unstable, responsible and irresponsible, scattered through the 
world. There would be no rest for anyone then, no stability, no real 
security e.nd no chance of effective disarmament* There would only be 
increased chances of accidental war •../'♦ (ENDC /1Q2, -p^5 ) 
I have-, quoted those, words, of President Kennedy before, but I think them eminently 
worth quoting a^'ain* 

I should like., at this point to make one general observation on the searching 
speech made at the last meeting (ENDC/PV.243) by the representative of Sweden, 
a speech which I read with very grea^t intere^st, I agree with her that, in 
conc.entr.ating; on some of the vexed questions which have arisen from the different 
draft, taxts ^n.d on the differences of opinion which they reveal, we may have 
sp'erit too litt.le time on other equally vital points and made too cursory an 
analysis of them> My delegation listened with interest to her exposition of. the 
different ste.ges which various countries have reached in .the nuclear process, 
of the many ruixgs of the ladder,, as she put.it, and of the difficulty of drafting 
a tr.e.aty. which would meet the legitimxate needs of .all States involved at their 
diffe.r.e^at degrees. of nuclear development* 

I believe, there . is on^ danger which w:e must . guard against here. We cannot 
hope to dealrin a non-prol.if ei^^ition treaty,, which must be a simple document, 
with all ,the problems of security, all the difficulties with regard to nucloar 
we;apoiis, which beset each country in the world, however neex or far that country 
may be, from a capacity to mariuf a,cture these weapons, I still believe that , the 
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•only way we are going to achieve a treaty is by drawing the line below the present 
nuclear weapon States? That basic division is the important one, however many 
subdivisions one may see within it* 

Mrs- Myrdal referred to the three. States which have a nuclear weapon 
capability, apart from the two super-Power s ? and she questioned the arguments for 
their retaining national control of nuclear weapons. I cannot , of course, answer 
for the other governments which might be included in this category? but I can 
assure the Committee that, as my Prime Minister told the House of Commons on 
25 January: 

"We are seeking, on terms which will stop the spread of nuclear weapons, 

to have the so-called independent British deterrent internationalized 

within the Alliance «" 
That is no easy task, but it is not one which should hold up our negotiations for 
a non-prolif erection treaty, 

I agree with Mrs* Myrdal*s suggestion, made later in her speech 
(EISrDC/PV<,243, pp.11 et seqj, . that we may have to give further thought to the 
point in the chain of the nuclear process at which we should impose controls; 
but I believe that if we failed to draw one. clear line between the two classes 
of States, the nuclear weapon States and the non-nuclear weapon States, we 
should be lost. If we try to change the stat.us of nations at present in one 
category and try to put them in the other just for the sake of achieving a tidy 
treaty^ we shall come up against immovable, obstacles. I believe that we shoul^i 
concenitrate on concrete proposals that have a ctctace: of securing acceptance by 
everybody concerned, however imperfect they may be, rather- than allow ourselves 
to become too engrossed in detailed analysis- and subtle classifications*^ 

I must confess that. I have some syn^athy .f or the Mogul emperor whose 
deplorable edict the representative of India set before us. It must, of course, 
be horrible to be a slave to drink; it must be extremely difficult to abandon the 
habit* I can picture this tortured monarch, beset by delirium tremens but 
still concerned for his subjectsV welfare andionly too aware of the danger^ of 
the bottle and of the condition his kingdom would fall into if all his f>0ople 
caught his own affliction. "Do as I say, not as I do" is a logically indefensible 
precept, but in an imperfect world it may be a necessary one for a particular 
short period of history. 
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There is a further problem, mentioned by several other speakers, the reality 
of which we certainly recognize. It is the problem of guaranteeso We have been 
interested in the views which some non-aligned nations have already expressed, and I 
very much hope that others v/ill not hesitate to set out their own thoughts for us 
on the subjecx or guarantees. We shall have to take account of those views in our 
deliberations when everybody concerned has made his opinions known. 'I think two 
particularly important suggestions already made are those of President Johnson in 
his message of 27 January (ENDC/l65K and Chairman Kosygin in his message of 
1 February (ENDC/l67) . 

I would add that it is the hope of my delegation that once' a non-proliferation 
treaty has been signed it will be possible, in the improved international atmosphere 
which its signature must generate, to go on to negotiate without much delay further 
agreements to bring about a real reduction in the armaments of a.11 countries. Both 
sides, 'flest and East, have submitted r>roposals for such measures. 

The non-aligned members of the Conference will have a vital part to play in 
reconciling the differences between the proposals made by each side. Eere the tables 
will be turned again, since it will be the most powerful States, militarily speaking, 
the nuclear weapon States, which will at that stage have to ma^ke the greatest 
sacrifices. But there is, as I have already suggested, one point to which my 
delegation • — and I believe most other delegations here — attache's the greatest 
importance, I believe thai. i-f. would be irresponsible to try to make a non-proliferation 
treaty dependent on those other ana further measures. 

I scarcely need to point out to my colleagues here, many of whom have been 
engaged in these negotiations far longer than I have, how difficult it is to reach 
any — and I stress the word "any" — agreement on disarmament among sovereign n6:i.t'ions, 
each responsible for its own national security^ and that difficulty will be 
enormously increased if we trv to deal with more than one subject at a time or make 
agreement on one conditional on agreement on others. In all this I seem to detect 
a belief that it is possible to turn back the arms race without first stopping it. 
This/ as everybody will know, is contrary to the principles of simple mechanics, so 
it is surely, hardly likely to be possible ,in the far more complicated business of 
politics* 
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'As^I-said at the beginning of these remarks, my dext?gcj,cion is delighted to see 
a move to get down to the. business -of going .through the. draft treaties .article by 
article*- The ^representative of the Soviet Union in his speech on 17 February went 
over the first. two articles. of the . Soviet draft and commented pn the equivalent 
articles put forward, in the- United States draft. Once again, in those comments, he 
betrayed what is in my viev/a complete, raisunder standing, of the Western position and 
of the intention of the United Sta.tes draft.- ¥e, do not propose,, as Mr, Tsarapkin 
said, to "give control ^ over; these weapons:; to .a multip^ateral nuclear force or other 
combined nuclear force of a military alliance." ( ENDC/PVo241, p. 27 )^ We do. not 
prop'ose that o' None of the va^rious proposals: under, discussion in NATO would allow 
the control of nuolea,r weapons to pass into the, hands of anyone who does not. at the 
moment have that control. I believe that that fact caianot be repeated too often* 

It is the contention of my Ooverrmient :that-, -so long as such control does not pass, 
proliferation has not taken place. The Western de.legations have explained what 
proliferation means in their view-- and.dt is- a straightforward, common«-sense 
definitions proliferation occurs when a non-nuclear weapon State or group of such 
States acquires its own independent; capability to f ire , nuclear weapons, without the 
explicit- ahd concurrent decision of a nuclear-weapon.^State. That has been said in 
various form^ before, and I put it forward ag^in as^^a.; simple common-sense definition 
of proliferatibno 

The Soviet use of the word "access", on tlie pother, hand, raises, for us, 
considerable problems of ambiguity. What exactly dpe.^ it mean? The representative 
of Czechoslovakia .suggested on 22 February. that there was no need to define that term 
precisely, since the wording of , the. Soviet draft . articles I. and II wa;s self-explanatory, 
Mro Cernik furtheji?- stated on: 22 Feb.ruary:, 

. "First, there jcan be no doubt, that a ,non--p.r9li:feration treaty is not aimed at 

the dissolution of existing military alliances*, Nor is its purpose, to interfere 

iriHhe activity or internal affairs of these alliances •••"<» ( ENDC/PV . 242, p o 31 ) 
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My. delegation welcomes tJia^ statement. But the representative of the Soviet 
Union said on 17 February: 

"The. main shortcoming of the United States draft treaty, and a very 
dangerous one, is that it leaves open the possibility of non-nuclear States 
participating in nuclear weapons through the NATO military alliance", 
( £NDC/PV,241, po33 ) 
That statement could be read to imply a considerable degree of interference in the 
legitimate workings of NATO, and indeed of any alliance that contains nuclear and 
non-nuclear Powers. In a,ny military alliance, plans must be prepared for the troops 
of the member nations to fight side by side. That is what an alliance is about* 
But in our view this would not involve proliferation unless governments other than 
those of the present nuclear v^eapon States were able to order the use of nuclear 
weapons o 

It has also been suggested .(ENDC/PVc240, p. 16) that the plans of the Western 
Alliance for co-operation within NATO would create a third, a privileged, class of 
States. I do not believe that this is correct, lie have been able at this Conference — 
especially at this Conference — to 'form a clear picture of the theory of non-alignment 
and of the way in which the non-aligned countries seek to preserve their independence 
and national integrity I but other nations with the same end in view, faced with a 
threat that they have good reason to believe to be real, have chosen a different policy 
that of alliance with other like-minded nations. As the representative of Italy said 
on 24, February: 

"... in fact the question is not one of discrimination but of a. difference — 
a difference which lies in the very essence of the unaligned and which is the 
result of a, choice freely made. It is even a difference to which the unaligned 
countries are very attached, and of which they are very jealous. This difference 
will remain until the process of disarmament makes alliances useless and purposeless 
and until the balance now ensured by alliances — a balance which is also to the 
advantage of the unaligned — is established by different and better means than 
by armaments," ( ENDC/PVo243, p,26 ) 

I know that the non-aligned countries would be the last to deny the right of a 
State to choose between tl^e tv/o policies, of alignment and non-alignment. There is 
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no special privilege here* Having taken this decision to entrust the security of 
their nations to an alliance/ it is only natural for the governments concerned to 
want to bind those alliances together as closely as possible. In the end, the aim 
of all disarmament and arms control is to make military a:lliances unnecessary — and 
this is our final aim here. But until this point is reached it is surely natural, 
especially in the circumstances still prevailing in Central Europe, which has been 
the cockpit of so many disastrous v/ars, that members of the North Atlantic Treaty 
Organization should want to have some say in the use of the forces of that alliance.-. 

Some members of NATO, like one member of the Warsaw Pact, are States controlling 
nuclear weapons o Is it unreasonable that the collective forces of NATO should include 
nuclear weapons to match those deployed against the alliance? And is it unreasonable 
that the governments of those countries in the alliance which do not possess nuclear 
weapons "should wiM to be consulted on matters concerning those weapons — some 
stationed on their soil, with their' full agreement, to protect them? This is not. to 
say that they have control of these weapons or that there is any question of their 
acquiring control of them* 

I have said before that it may be that there is a difference, of view between 
the y?esterh and the Eastern European States on the nature ;and function of allianceso 
The Western view is bound up with the concept of sharing ~ the sharing of costs, of 
responsibilities, of weapons and of forces. The fact that control of the nuclear 
weapons must not pass to the non-nuclear members makes it eill the more important that 
these members should have a proper voice in the policies and strategies of the 
alliance, in keeping with their dignity as free and sovereign States, Possibly the., 
members of the Warsaw Pact do not feel the same close concern for the plans of their 
alliance as we do in the West — although, frankly, I would be very surprised if they 
did not. But even if they do have a different concept of what an alliance means, that 
is not to say that ours is necessarily wrong. 

Finally, I should like to make one general remark about the work of this 
Gommitteeo I believe that it is most important, because of the urgency of the 
task assigned to us by the United Nations General Assembly, to stick to mattei^s 
within our con5)etenceo Disputes and tensions between Powers represented at this 
table, and even more those^ involving towers outside the Conference and even outside 
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the United Nations-, are = bound to make, the processxof negotiation here more difficult, 
as they increase tension and mutual- suspicion: between the/Powers repr.e seated here. 

Of course, we all want them to be tackled and solved. The representative; of 
India, in a part of his" speech on 15 February (ENDC/PV, 240, p,S) with which my 
delegation fully agreed^ referred to the spirit of Tashkent,! The Government of the 
Soviet Union played a part in reaching this settlement which; we can all admire^ and 
which we do admire . \fe would wish that all disputes could be tackled ir^ the same 
way. There is no doubt that a settlement- of- the tragic war in- Viet-Nam would, by 
reducing tension between Powers represented hete, make our task easier* But this 
Conference has no- mandate to settle that probletn. If any of ti?:e^G-overninents, 
represented here want to make representations about Viet-Nam, then they can make 
those representations in the proper quarter. But let us not waste the time ~ the 
precious time -~ of this Conference by playing the old one-sided record over and 
over again-. 

Again, the peaceful settlement of the German problem, which ray G-overnme:nt 
believes must be achieved through free elections leading to reunification, wQuld 
make our task here easiei^. The Federal Republic- of Germany is not represented at. 
this table, and no purpose is served by the representative of the Soviet Union,, or 
representatives of other members of the Warsaw Pact, trotting out the same old 
rigiiiarole of suspicion and distortion of the policies of that Government. Most qf the 
countries represented at this table suffered directly or indirectly f rom ,the war ^ 
started by Hitler in prosecution of the aggressive aims of the- Third Reich, which my 
own country was one of the first to resist. The Soviet Union has no monoDoly of 
suffering in this respect » 

But it is simply nonsense to -suggest that the Government of. the Federal German 
Republic 'pursues similar policies. It has committed its armed -forces entirely to the 
military" command of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization^ it has renounced the< use 
of force for the attainment of political objectives and expressed its desire to., settle 
the German frontier question by peaceful negotiation only 5 and it has voluntarily 
pledged itself hot to manufacture atomic weapons on itssoil, - I believe that the 
representative of the United States spoke for almost, all. the members of this 
Committee when he said on 17 February (ENDC/PV.241, p»39) that he was bored with the 
tiresome repetition of these unfounded accusations. Let us now get on with our real 
work* 
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Mr^ CQRREA do LAGQ (Brazil)r Eirst^ I wish to extend the welcome of the 
Brazilian delegation to Mr<, Protitch and Mr. Fisher/ who are again with us in this 
Committee 

Seldom has a group of nations been asked to perform such an urgent and grave 
task as the one entrusted to tliis Committee by resolution 2028 (IX) (ENDC/161) of the 
General: Assembly. The messages received from His Holiness Pope Paul VI (ENDC/163), 
from President Johnson (ENDC/165) and from Prime Ministers vfilson (ENDC/166} and 
Kosygin 1(ENDC/l67) stress that sense of urgency and seriousness and constitute a 
stimulus to our political determination .t.o draft and negotiate a treaty on non- 
proliferation of nuclear weapons which might well become a turning-point in the 
history of our times. 

It will be particularly gratifying for the Brazilian delegation to participate 
in such work,, as for many years my Government has consistently given its support to 
every effort aimed at putting an end to the proliferation of nuclear weapons — • in 
,the General Assembly, in the Disarmament Commission, in this Committee and in the 
Preparatory Commission for the Denuclearization of Latin America. v7e were among 
the first to support the Tri «h resolution (a/RES/1665 (^^1))^ which was the starting- 
point in the fight against proliferation, imd our adherence to the idea derives both 
from the peaceful traditions of the Brazilian people and from the conviction that a 
treaty on non-proliferation would considerably strengthen world security as well as 
the national security of Brazil.. 

In adopting .resolution 2028 (XX) the General Assembly has conferred upon this 
Committee a. well-defined mandate and at the same time has set forth the principles 
which should guide the drafting of the treaty on non-proliferation^ All these 
principles ~ contained in operative paragraph 2 of that resolution -- are of 
param^ount importancoj a,s the discussions which took place during the last session of 
the General Assembly showed. But at the present stage of our work I should like to 
focus our attention on the second nr i no iple, which reads: 

"(b^) The treaty should embody an acceptable balance of mutual 

responsibilities and obligations of the nuclear and non-nuclear Powers^*. 

( A/RBS/2Q28 (XX) , BNDC/161 ) 
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For- the Brazilian delegation the question of the halance of responsibilities 
and ohligations is one of the basic issues in a non-proliferation treaty. If the 
responsibilities and obligations were not well balanced and clearly defined p the 
treaty, coiald become for the non-nuclear Powers an act of a?enunciation unwarranted 
by a Valid political counte3?part^ 

As early as at, the meeting of this- Committee held on 17 August last year^ my 
delegation submitted the opinion that the formulae for the treaty -- 

^^«.^ should not regard non-dissemination as an end; in itself but: should 
take into account alsd the effective security of the non-nuclear Powers o'^ 
( EM)C/Py.224-. PoU )' 
On -the: s.^me .o<?cakion .my delegation stated furthers 

"While it is necessary to put a stop, to any increase in the membership 
of the nuclear club ^ the nuclear Powers themselves should undertake, to . 
reduce their atomic arsenal^ and the non-proliferation measures proposed 
should take into account the needs of the developing countries in regard 
to economic and social progress «" ( ibid. ) 

It was therefore with satisfaction that the Brazilian delegation joined seven 
other delegations in signing the Memorandum of I5 September I965 which refers to 
this question in the following words? 

'■A treaty- on non-proliferation of nuclear weapons is not an end in itself 
but only a means to an end. That end is the achievement of general and 
complete disarmament ^ and ^ more particula^rly^ nuclear disarmament. The 
eight delegations are convinced that measures to prohibit- the spread of 
nuclear weapons should^ therefore^ be coupled with or followed by. tangible 
steps to halt, the nuclear arms race and to limits reduce and eliminate the 
stocks of nuclear weapons and the means of their delivery." ( Emc/l^S ) 
At the -last session of the General Assembly the representative . of Brazil^ 
commenting in the First Committee on 22 October I965 on the concept of "reciprocal 
responsibility" put forward in the . eight~«Power memorandum, stressed that -- 
"... an agreement to stop the spread of nuclear weapons should embody 
that concept of reciprocal responsibility between nuclear and non-nuclear 
Powers 9 and: must be followed by concrete measures envisaging the gradual 
reduction of all nuclear stocks and vehicles." ( A/C.l/P\rel35 ^. pell) 
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. Another question of great importanoe was emphasized iDy the Brazilian delegation 
in this Committee on. 17 August l'^6^y '\^hen y^e .saldt 

^'On the other hand^ we are always mindful that-^ as resolution DC/225 . 
recently reaff irmed.^. the Eighteen-Wation. Committee should keep in mind, 
in its work the principle of converting to programmes of economic and , 
social development of the developing countries a substantial part of the 
resoiorces gradually released hy. the reduction of military expenditures^- 
,An initiative along these lines, would go some .way towards meeting the ' 
hopes which a large section of .world puhlic opinion places in this 
Conference and would certainly reinforce the machinery for the maintenance 
of peace envisaged in the /CIni ted l^at ions Charter.'^' ( EFDG/fv:...224 9 P>13 ). 
An ohjective and politically valid treaty on non-proliferation should reflect 
not only the reality of, the power relations ..he twee.n the- great nuclear Powers 9 hut 
also the reality of the power relations between these coimtries and the non-nuclear 
world* 

In the view of the Brazilian delegation 9 the treaty should be conceived and 
outlined as part of a programme. Such a programme should be designed to bring 
about a first and .important, step towards general and complete disarmament under 
effective international control and 9 at the same time-j to. further the process of 
the social and economic development of the less-developed coun tries. ♦ 

The idea of . linking the treaty to a comprehensive programme may.be traced back 
to resolution DC/2259 adopted by the Disarmament Commission on 15 June 196^: Indeed ^ 
sub-paragT?aph ( c). of • operative paragraph 2 of the resolution readss 

"*•• also accord special priority to the consideration of the question of 
a treaty or convention to prevent the proliferation of nuclear weapons 5 
giving close attention to the various suggestions that agreement could be 
facilitated by adopting a programme of certain related measures'^ 

( DC/2251 ENDC/149 ) 
I am quite aware that^ in view of the dramatic urgency of. our task^ .it would not 
be possible to establish an immediate link between the signature of the treaty and 
the implementation of a programme of related measures • But if the non-nuclear 
Powers show their willingness 9 here and now 9 to give upithe production and the use 
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of nuclear -weapons 9 for the "benefit of ' mankind ™ and thus for the "benefit of the 
nuclear ,.Powers .^theJ^selves -t. why ^ I .ask myself ^ cannot the latter show their^ 
readiness: to offer a counterpart to -the^ signing of the treaty "by the non-nublear 

Powers?' 

— Mhj do not- the nuclear Powers ^ along with the treaty 9 commit themselves 5 

.through a declaration of intention^ to carrying out a programme based on the 
following points-. ■ first 9 to take "tangihle steps to halt the nuclear arms race 
and to limit 9 reduce and eliminate the stocks, of nuclear weapons and the means of 
their delivery^^ ( EUDC/i^S )! second^ to stop all nuclear weapons tests ——both 
measures to "be taken under adequate international control? thirds to increase 
cb-oper.ation with -the non-nuclear Powers with a view -t.o accelerating theil' 
utilizi.atipn of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes? and fo-urth? 'to ^chann^l to 
the developing countries at least part of the savings effected "by the aforementioned 
disarmament steps? 

Among the reservations which could he made to ,.the..,tre.aty is "the fear that the 
non-nucl.ear. Powers 9 by signing it? not only might be giving up the possibility of 
having, the" most dreadful weapons man's imagination has ever devised^. but? at the' 
same time 9 might, be forgoing the benefits w^hich derive from the peaceful u^es of 

. at.omlc energy • The treaty 9 therefore, should be extremely, clear, on this pbint and 
its .. .implementation 9 instead of curtailing the possibilities" of the non-nuclear 
countries? should pave the way for ushering them into the nuclear age • The 
aforementioned declaration of intention would place this problem in a' global 
context and would .demonstrate that it is the purpose of the nuclear. Powers -to 
intensify and accelerate the . exploitation of nuclear energy, by the developing 
nations* 

¥e all know that for many decades the technology achieved as a result of the 
scientific, revolution. will? because of its high cost and extreme sophistication 9 
be at the service of only a few -.countries ? which happen to be the nuclear countries* 
¥e know als,o that only the massive application, of such techhology9 including the 
e.xploitatipn .of nuclear energy, for peaceful uses? will give .the necessary impetus 
to .the economic and social development of the developing countries/ The treaty on 
non-proliferation and its. re.lated. programme,- could, be the first step towards placing 
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the scientific revol-uti on at the service of mankind as a whole c If we succeed in. 
doing so 9 we shall he performing an historical task. 

The declaration of ^intention 9 made simultaneously with the treaty^ would • 
balance the responsihilities and the ohligations undertaken hy all the contracting 
parties o The treaty^ instead of heing a mere act of renunciation 9 would hecome a 
positive political accomplishment • His Holiness Pope Paul VI perhaps had iii view 
the need for projecting the problem with which we are confronted into the "broader 
context of the political reality of our time when he said in his messages 

^'There is^ however ^ no vdenying that^ with every day that passes 9 it, 
is becoming more and more obvious that no lasting peace can be established 
among men until there has been, an effective 9 general and controlled 
reduction in armaments. With every- day that passes 9 the contrast also 
becomes more painful and acute between the huge sums being swallowed up 
by the manufacture of armaments and the immense and growing material 
distress of over half the human race 9 whose most elementary needs remain 
unsatisfied*^^ . ( Ein)C/l639 P. 3 ) 

As we come- to the treaty and consider its features 9 we can immediately 
distinguish two fundamental aspects ^, on the one handj a non-proliferation agree- 
ment proper^ on the other 9 a system of assurances devised fully to protect all 
the parties to the treaty. The latter should embody clauses relating to safeguards 
and guarantees 9 ratification9 entry into force 9 revision and denunciation 9 'drafted 
in such a way as to create a permanent feeling of security among all signatories 
and throughout the" duration of the treaty. In our view the safeguards of the 
International Atomic Energy Agency ' — • ox other equivalent international safe- 
guards — vfould substantially contribute to that feeling of security andj at the 
same time 9 would allow all the contracting parties to benefit from the peaceful 
uses of nuclear energy. 

Another question to be contemplated relates to the degree of universality the 
treaty should have in order to be really effective. The treaty should also 
envisage the possibility of a non-nuclear weapon country acquiring military nuclear 
capability c Moreover 9 we should consider the desirability of limiting the duration 
of the treaty in order to permit its revision in the light of the results of its 
application and the progress achieved in the implementation of the related programme, 
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The Brazilian delegation has noted with interest the guarantees which the 
United States and thA Soviet Union are prepared to offer to the non-nuclear Powers^ 
as indicated in the messages of President Johnson (Eroc/165) and Premier Kosygin 
(EOT)C/l67). We do hope that the dehates in this Committee will enahle us to 
identify the various aspects of this question in order to bring the different 
positions closer together* 

These observations result from the conviction that the treaty ^ in order to be 
operative^ should? in all its phases and throughout its duration ^ give the parties 
a constant feeling of security so as completely to eliminate what has been called 
^Hhe fear of the former fear". Obviously the treaty could not merely represent a 
pledge of a few nuclear Powers and a few non-nuclear Powers 9 since our aim is not 
just to negotiate a treaty on non-proliferation but to achieve non-proliferation 
through a treaty^ 

Those were the preliminary remarks on the question of non-proliferation that 
the delegation of Brazil thought fit to submit to the Committee at this stage 
of our work. In the course of our debates my delegation, will discuss in more 
detail^ when necessary^ the various points I have raised today^ 

One of the greatest statesmen of our century — Sir Winston Churchill — coined 
a well-known phrases "Arm to parley." It seems 9 however ^ that nuclear technology 
will compel the world to disarm to parley. Yet^ in view of the devilish power of 
nuclear weapons 9 the world should disarm with extreme caution^ because an increase 
of risk or a reduction of secxrrity could have appalling results. But we in this 
Commi-jitee^ while keeping in mind all those difficulties 9 cannot forget that the 
international community has asked us to help build the world of tomorrow — a 
world of hope. 

Mro BLUSZTAJ¥ ( Poland )s First 9 I should like to join the representatives 
of the United Kingdom and Brazil in welcoming back the Special Representative of 
the -Secretary-General of the United Nations 9 Mr. Protitchj and the leader of the 
United States- delegation 9 Mr o Fishero 

The purpose of my intervention today — which I can assure the Committee will 
be -brief — is ■to deal with certain points raised at the meeting of the Committee 

r 

held on I7 February. At that meeting the Committee heard a statement by the 
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repre0e-n4>a-tiv^e----of-"-tfe^^^ Mr» Foster 9 in which he attempted to define 

the "basic concepts underlying the United States draft treaty on non-proliferation* 

" *■,.-. . . 

According to' Mx% Foster .9 we should start "by definjjig the -word "proliferation*^o He 

suggested that - 

"o*« proliferation results when a non-nuclear weapon nation acquires its. 

own national capability 9 or right or ability to fire nuclear weapons 

without the explicit 9 concurrent decision of an existing nuclear weapon 

nation," ( 'EmG/'PY .24I9 PPe34 35 ; 
Let us examine this definition carefully • 

First 9 I think we have to decide what we mean by the words "nuclear weapon 
nations" and "non-nuclear weapon nations" • According to the representative of 
Canada^ JIr*» Burns 9 a "nuclear weapon nation" means a nation possessing nuclear 
weapons in the sense of — and here I quote the words of Mr# Burns § 

"«.♦ complete ownership of the nuclear weapons 9 sovereign and independent 

authority over their use 9 including use in warfare 9 without necessary 

reference to any other State ♦•♦" ( ibid^'s P*15 ) • 
A "non-nuclear weapon nation" would by definition be a nation not endowed with the 
above-mentioned qualities 9 a nation not possessing the above-mentioned authority 
or capability ♦ Therefore the adoption of the United States draft treaty (E¥DG/i^2) 
would of j course prevent such "non-nuclear weapon nations" . from becoming "nuclear 
weapon nations"* 

However 9 it is clear that the United States definition of proliferation leaves 
the- door open to different arrangements which9 while being consistent with the ban 
on the acquisition of a national capability or independent ability to fire nuclear 
weapons? must result in the increase of the number of States able to affect the 
nuclear balance • It permits different forms of nuclear sharing^ 

Of coiirse? nuclear sharing is less than possession of nuclear weapons with the 
sovereign right, to use them* But in many cases it. may consxixute.a very important 
element of implementation of national policies* It may increase the influence of 
a State among its allies* It may give such a State the possibility of . turning 
the political and military strategies of the alliance in a given direction* It 
may enable such a State to exert military pressure upon its weaker neighbours^ 
and so forth* And all this can be accomplished through different arrangements — 
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foj?' example 9 through gaining access to another nation^ s nuclear weapon^ ^ ox- sharing 
in the- control of nuclear -weapons with other nations within the framework of a 
military groupings 

Furthermore 9 imder the definition offered hy Mr. Foster proliferation would 
occur only if a country gained the capacity to use nuclear weapons — and here I 
am quoting his words s "without the explicit ^ concurrent decision of an existing 
nuclear weapon country o^' ( EKDC/FV.24I9 P. 36 ). Accordingly.^ if .such a counti^y 
agreed: to accept that limitation 5 it could gain access to nuclear weapons without, 
violating the spirit and letter of the... treaty, on non-prolif oration o . Of course the 
exact meaning^ scope and conditions of application of such a clause must he . left 
open and could he determined only hy the parties directly concernedo -In other, 
words/ in accepting the United States draft we should give the nuclear weapon 
na-'-ions the right to interpret the terms of the treaty arhitrarily^ to determine 
unile.te'rally what constitutes proliferation 9 and to enter into special arrangements 
^•^ith non-nuclear weapon nations which would in fact give the latter anoess to 
nuclear weapons <^ 

As to the definition of the word "access" 5 which seems to concern the 
representative of Canada so much^ as far as I am concerned I am ready to accept 
both meanings he sus:^ested on I7 February (ihld . , PP-IS? 16). In fact the two 
meaning^ — first9 access as. .a state of being in physical contact-o or being, ablo 
to.be in. physical contact 9 with some object? and secondly ,^ acces^j as a ccndition 
enabling somebody to. exercise, certain, fimcticns or deploy certain capacities ^- are 
not mutually exclusive?..;, they ..are complementary o I hope that Mr^ Burns will • . 
therefore- agree. with me .that nuclear : sharing gives its recipients access to wider 
military and political opportimi ties , As for my country^ it has ^t5Ufficient reasons 
to objec-t to any airrangements which ^fould give^'oertain States'' Access to wi-Ior 
military and political opportunities* 

"It is sometimes "argued that st^jch nuclear-sharing arrangements are subject to 
special conditions and safeguards. ' 1 submit that assurances of that nature cannot 
be a Bubstitute for clpar~cut commitments. They cannot satisfy the basic security 
requirements of those countries which not so long ago had to fight for their 
eniistence against the same coxmtry/ which is now officially committed to gaining 
access in one way or another t^ nuclear weapons • 
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In this connexion I should like to make the following remarks*. In his statement 
of 17 February Mr* Foster attempted (ijbid,, p«36) to convey the impression that the 
nuclear arrangements contemplated within NATO are prompted by the desire of what 
he called the Western Europeans to defend themselves against nuclear weapons. 
It seems to me that Mr* Foster is confusing Western Europe with West Germany. 
The truth is that the overwhelming majority of the so-called Western Europeans are 
against the plans for nuclear multilateral forces, which they very rightly identify 
as attempts to satisfy the nuclear ambitions of the Borui Governmento The truth is 
that the ove3?whelming majority of the Western Europeans feel no sense of insecurity, 
because they know very well that nobody is threatening them. There is no desire 
among the non-nuclear weapon nations of Western Europe to gain access to nuclear 
weapons o The sole exception is r/est Germany* 

And it must be emphasized that the policies of the West German Government in 
this respect have . nothing t-o do with legitimate security preoccupations. Nobody 
is threatening the security of the German Federal Republic* Nobody is advancing any 
claims against its national territory. The same, however'^ cannot be said of the 
attitude of the YJ"est German Government towards its neighbours in Europe. The leaders 
of the Federal Republic stand committed to the annexation of the German Democratic 
Republic, They still hope to reshape the map of Europe* They have not given up 
the idea of restoring the German Reich within its frontiers of 1937* 

I must say that I can only regret that the representative of the United Kingdom 
does not take a more realistic view of the policies of the Bonn Government. I am 
not going to enter here into a long debate with him. I would only say the following. 
i hope that Lord Chalfont has read the mo'st recent declaration made by- 
Chancellor. Srhard to the West German Press. This declaration contains certain 
statements which are very relevant to our negotiations* Chancellor Erhard said^ 
according to Press despatches from Bonn, that the so-called McNamara Committee 
cannot be a substitute for German participation in some form of a multilateral nuclear 
force. According to those Press despatches he also said, answering a question 
about the Geneva negotiations and the treaty on non-proliferation;, that such a treaty 
must be subordinated to what he called the "security requirements of West Germany'** 
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I leave it to representatives here to interpret these words. Are we to believe 
that the t>ersi stent attempts of the Bonn authorities to enter the nuclear club in 
one way or another are totally unrelated to the objectives of national policy to which 
I have already referred? Can it be seriously assumed that we shall agree to sign 
an international treaty which^ instead of arresting the trend toward proliferation of 
nuclear weapons, gives a legal sanction for nuclear sharing? 

We do not expect that the conclusion of a treaty on non-iorolif oration of nuclear 
weapons will by itself solve the problem of European security or the problems 
arising from the confrontation in Central Europe between the Atlantic Treaty nations 
and the 7/arsaw Pact nations • But we think that a treaty drafted along the lines 
suggested by the US SPo delegation (SNI)C/l64) can do a great deal to facilitate 
a general detente in Europe and pave the way towards other more comprehensive 
arrangements in the interest of all-European security and co-operation o We are 
ready to-sign such a treaty o It is now for the Western Powers to reconsider 
their- position ahd to state uni3 qui vocally whether they are willing to follow us on 
the road toward gt-eater security for all/ or v/^hether they are ready to give up the 
idea of concluding a non-proliferation treaty in order to satisfy the ambitions of 
their 7fest German ally. The choice is theirs* 

I have' tried to illustrate the inadequacy of the Western approach to the 
non-proliferation problem by referring, to the European area, which my delegation 
believes to be of crucial importance in this context. But I am convinced that 
the limitations of the United States draft imposed by the conceiDt of "national control' 
and '^independent use" are equally harmful when considered from the point of view of 
the rest of the worldo For it is obvious that the wording of articles I and II 
of the United States draft (ENI)C/l52) would, if accepted, put +-^- nuclear weapon 
natioiis in a position enabling them to extend their sphere of influence by offering 
nucTear sharing; and if even one nuclear weapon nation decided to take advantage . 
of that opportunity, others would inevitably follow and do the same thing, I/iany of 
today's non-maligned nations might, be tempted to accept or be -pressured into accepting 
renunciation of their present status in order to gain such access, to nuclear weapons* 
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The whole concept of non-alignment might thereby be placed in jeopardy, Cne 
of the major factors of international stability might be lost« The division into 
military blocs and groupings might become, even more wide spreads Nuclear- sharing 
policies might thus contribute towards increasing international tensions by 
introducing divisive elements into areas which had hitherto withstood the 
temptations of political alignment <, 

Thus a treaty on non-^prolif oration of nuclear weapons without loop-holes is 
in the interest of all States^ irrespective of their geographical locatioUo The 
alternative before us is not ''national controP' and '^independent use" or nuclear 
sharingo The real alternative is the closing of all avenues leading towards access 
to nuclear weapons, or nuclear proliferation with all its dangers- 

dr. FISHER (United States of .America) :. Firsts on behalf of the United States 
delegation^ I should like to jbin those who have welcomed Mr. Protitch back to his 
accustomed place at the table. I should like also to acknowledge the welcome 
extended to me by the Chairman and by the representatives of the United Kingdom, 
Brazil and Poland. 

The representative of Poland made some observations concerning the speech 
of the United States representative at the. 24.1st meeting and concerning the United 
States draft treaty. I shall refer to those observations at an appropriate timOo 

I have had the privilege of participating in some of the earlier deliberations 
of this Committee, but I especially look forward to joining in its work this year. 
Increasingly the Committee's task has taken on a sense of urgency, owing to the 
growing threat of nuclear proliferation. My G-ovemment is convinced that that threat 
can be contained, and it is equally convinced that it will be contained through the 
work of this Committee. As I join you in the .difficult task of negotiating a non- 
proliferation treaty and seeking agreement on other measures to contain the nuclear 
jinn, I wisn to assure you that the United States delegation will continue to act 
in accordance with President Johnson's appraisal of . the nonr-prolif oration problem 
as "this gravest of all unresolved human issues*'^ ( ENDC/153 ) 
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MEij2Mi^lMJM (^*^^'iy") ("b3:'angla,tion from French ) ; - I should like to make 
a brief remark on the Polish: representatiye' s statemento It was divided into tvro 
parts. The first part referred to^our Western concept of non-dissemination^ and 
the United States r.epresentatiTe^ who was extensively quoted; has ju^t infor;tned 
us tha-t. he will reply at'^an appropriate time « Bijit the second part - related in 
particular to .Western EuropOp of which my country forms a part* As I see it; this 
statement constitutes, a fresh attempt by an Eastex^n .delegation to divide the 
Western allies and. to emphasize contrasts and. divisions which do not exist* ; J must 
s^y that we in the We;st are accustomed to this policy. Unfortunately^ several, of the 
proposals made by the Eastern delegations are clearly designed to divide the Western 
allies and have no other aim. 

In regard to the renlarks made bv Mr..^ 'Blusztajn this morning^ obviausly. I can 
only .speak, for my own country;, since 1 do noi> represen^ Diie other coimtries or 
Western-Europe* : But as far as Italy is concerned I must point out that our • 
position has been clearly set forth on several occasions in -^ils Committee » 
Accordingly I would refer the Poll ^'^h representative to the verbatim records of this 
Conference and ask him to study again ' the statements made by ray delegation,^ particularly 
those concerning, the t)oints to which he has referred, • -These statements clearly 
indicate the Itali^ -attitude to the pi^obleiri of non-disseminati6n and "nuclear- sharing" *> 

T he pEAISM M (Ethiopia) s Speaking as representative of Ethiopia^: J .should 
like to read a message addressed by my august Sovereign^ His Imperial Majesty 
Haile Seiassi Ij. to the Eij^hteenrNatipn Committee on~M It rea^ds as followss 

. . V "We have learnt that His Excellency the Chairinan' of the Council of Ministers 
of the. tjSSR has addres.sed a message to your Commission, signifying the . 
willingness of the USSR Government to engage, itself not to be the first to use 
nuclear weapons ©.gainst non-'nuciear states parties to- the treaty^ which have no '- 
nuclear weapons, in their territory and accprdingly requesting other nuclear 
I powers to do the same* Vi^e had also learnt that the President of the 
United States had declared to the nations that do not seek the nuclear path an 
assurance that they will have the strong support of the United States against 
nuclear blackmail; and proposing to strengthen the United Nations and, other 
international security arrangements. In view of the fact that the present 
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nuclear possession and proliferation could. be a serious danger to the 
security of mankind, we believe that such a coxmnitment against th6 threat ' 
or use of nuclear weapons, by all -nuclear powers, would help to make a 
great step for\mrd in the attempt to reach an agreement on disarmament* 

^^¥e therefore appeal to the Committee' to give serious consideration to 
the proposal to having a joint re solut ion to include all the Nuclear Powers 
in accordance ^ith the principles set out by the United Nations resolution 
for a 33Lon-proliferation treaty." 

1 would ask the Secretariat to be kind enough-4<o circulate that message 
as a document of the Eighteen-»Nation Committee on Di sarmaraent o— ^ 

The Conference, dec ided.,tb is sue the following communique s 

"The Conference of the Eighiieen-Nation Committee on Disarmament today 
held its 244th plenary meeting in the Palais des Nations, Geneva, under the 
chairmanship of HoS. Embassador Amiha Aberra, representative of Ethiopia. 

"Statements were made by the representatives of the United Kingdom, 
Brazil, Poland, the United States, Italy and J?thiopia» 

"The delegation of Ethiopia tabled a message from His Imperial Majesty 
Haile Se^lassie I to the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament • 

"The next meeting of the Conference will be held on Thursday 3 March 1966, 
at 10>30 a.ra^" 

The meeting rose at 11^35 a, m o 
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